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REMARKS 

Claims 1-47 are rejected as unpatentable over Brandt (US 6,714,979) in view of 
Hartmann (US Pub. 2003/0055976). Hartmann is cited as disclosing a client/server 
network connected with a printer emulator, which allows the system to print reports. The 
rejection asserts that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the relevant 
time to modify the data warehousing infrastructure of Brandt by incorporating a printer 
emulator mechanism as taught by Hartmann. Hartmann does indeed suggest the use of a 
printer emulator connected to a server on a host system. However, merely connecting a 
printer emulator to Brandt's data warehousing system, as the rejection suggests, would 
not produce a method comprising the individual elements and the overall combination of 
those elements required by the Applicants' Claims 1 et al. Thus, the Applicants 
respectfully traverse that rejection. 

Claim 1 defines a method comprising, among other recited steps, generating a 
report for each of plural customer requests based on customer data in mainframe database 
system, providing summaries of those reports to a printer emulator, importing selected 
data from the report summaries into a spreadsheet , and providing the spreadsheet to at 
least one terminal. The steps of providing summaries of reports to a printer emulator, 
importing selected data from those report summaries into a spreadsheet, and providing 
the spreadsheet to at least one terminal, simply are not shown or suggested in Brandt, and 
merely providing Brandt with a printer emulator suggested by Hartmann fails to teach 
those omissions from the primary reference. Those omitted teachings come only from 
the Applicants' own disclosure, and without that teaching one of ordinary skill would not 
possess the method defined in Claim 1. 

The Applicants discussed the fundamental differences between their invention 
and Brandt in the Remarks of the First Response filed on June 25, 2004. Summarizing 
those earlier remarks, the present invention overcomes problems with some legacy 
mainframe database systems that were not readily adaptable to a relatively paper-free 
environment where printed reports are eliminated or significantly reduced in number and 
content. With the Applicants' system, summaries of those reports are provided to a 
printer emulator , instead of to a printer as in the prior art. Selected data from those report 
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summaries are then imported into a spreadsheet, and that spreadsheet (with the selected 
data from the summaries) is provided to at least one terminal where the spreadsheet 
contents are available. Although the mainframe database system sees a conventional 
printer, it is actually supplying the generated summaries to the printer emulators. 
Selected data is then imported from the report summaries into a spreadsheet, as 
mentioned, so that the desired reports are generated from data in the mainframe system 
without printing, handling, or storing actual printed reports as in the prior art. 

Brandt, as discussed on pages 3 and 4 of the previous Remarks, looks like a 
ground-up design intended to replace prior-art dated delivery systems, i.e., legacy 
mainframe systems capable only of providing customers with periodic canned reports 
(column 3, lines 6-18 of Brandt). Brandt's system thus has no need for generating reports 
based on customer data in a mainframe database system and providing summaries of 
those reports to a printer emulator and thus actually teaches away from the present 
invention. A person of ordinary skill would have understood that Brandt as-is provides 
flexibility in report generation (see, for example, column 28, line 56-column 29, line 14). 
Whether those reports generated by Brandt are directly printed (column 29, line 1 1) or 
sent to a printer emulator as described by Hartmann, the person of ordinary skill would 
see in Brandt no need for the data manipulation method described by the Applicants and 
recited in Claim 1. For that additional reason, Claims 1 et al. would not have been 
obvious over Brandt in view of Hartmann. 

Independent Claims 8, 18, 25, 33, and 42 each contain essentially the same 
limitations discussed above but not taught by Brandt in view of Hartmann. Accordingly, 
those claims and their respective dependent claims likewise are patentable over that art. 
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The foregoing is submitted as a complete response to the Office Action identified 
above. The Applicants respectfully submit that the present application is in condition for 
allowance and solicit a notice to that effect. 


Respectfully submitted, 
MERCHANT & GOULD 

Date: March 15, 2005 Roger T. Frost 

Reg. No. 22,176 
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Minneapolis, MN 55402-0903 
Telephone: 404.954.5100 
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